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Introduction
In linguistics there is a large body of works on attributive metonymy (Novikov, 1996; Lifshits, 2001; Merzliakova, 2003; Sandakova, 2004) , although the attention it has received is much less than that for metonymy of nouns. Meanwhile, adjectives, due to their attributive nature, open up ample opportunity for metonymic denominations.
Some linguists believe that attributive metonymy
is a more complex phenomenon than metonymy of nouns (Potsepnia, 1997, p.157) . Adjectives per se do not have denotations, they correlate with the ones only through the modified nouns. Therefore, semantically adjectives are tied with nouns.
Consequently, the mechanism of metonymic transference involves both adjectives and nouns modified by them. Attributive metonymy is an adjective -plus-noun combination where the adjective syntactically relates to the modified noun but semantically refers to another noun which is either represented in a given context or just implied while the relations between the both nouns are based on contiguity of different types (Arutiunova, 1990, p. 301) .
Researchers distinguish between two types of attributive metonymy: lexical (usual, static) and discursive (contextual, dynamic) . In this work we study discursive attributive metonymy which still remains under-investigated. So far there is no comprehensive analysis of this phenomenon in English fictional discourse though certain aspects of it have been studied (Osokina, 2003; Kubaeva, 2009 ). According to Sandakova, discursive attributive metonymy is non-frequent metonymic usage of an adjective in discourse which does not result in a new lexical meaning; it is a condensed denomination of a situation with two participants -implicit and explicit -sharing a common attribute the transference of which causes semantic discord; an occasional combination of the elements in discursive attributive metonymy and multidimensional representation of a situation build up expressiveness (Sandakova, 2004, p. 
297).
In this research we aim to provide a comprehensive analysis of the functioning mechanism of attributive metonymy in English fictional discourse. To achieve this, attributive metonymy is investigated in terms of syntagmatic studies, semantic studies, syntactical and grammatical categories as well as cognitive linguistics. We also attempt to show how attributive metonymy creates expressiveness in English fictional discourse. Using the continuous sampling method we selected metonymic transferences in adjectives from the works by English-speaking writers of the XIX-XX centuries and analysed them applying the methods of the componential, contextual and conceptual analyses as well as the methods of the definition analysis and syntactic paraphrasing.
Background
For over more than fifty years Russian linguists have paid attention to contextual attributive metonymic shifts. For the purposes of discussion, the works dedicated to discursive attributive metonymy can be divided into three groups.
The first group is represented by research of attributive metonymy. Researchers studied lexical metonymy and came across contextual attributive metonymy. The latter is referred to as a transferred attribute which syntactically relates to the noun which it does not have semantic relations with (Koroteev, 1964; Wellek, Warren 1984) . This transferred attribute conjures the image of its real "owner" and generates a complex semantic body (Dolinin, 1978, p. 157) . In our perception the images of two objects with the common attribute co-exist. On the one hand, a new transferred attribute is understood through the attribute of the original noun. On the other hand, characterizing a new object the transferred attribute enriches the original meaning with new semantic elements (Riabtseva, 1973; Dolgikh, 1984; Potsepnia, 1997) .
The degree of complexity and transformation of the original meaning depends on the character of objects and phenomena which are bound by a common attribute as well as on the frequency of a metonymic model in the language system. The more natural and frequent the proximity between the objects is, the less expressive the transferred attribute is. By contrast, the expressiveness is higher if the metonymic transference of the attribute is based on less frequent or infrequent models.
At the same time such complex semantic body is very succinct as the combination of the object and alien attribute from another adjacent object laconically represents a situation (Fedorov, 1985) . As a result of the attributive metonymic transference new individual contextual meanings appear which give the reader esthetic experience (Novikov, 1996) . Researchers agree that such metonymic epithets, unlike lexical metonymy, perform an expressive function in fictional discourse (Sirotina, 1980) .
In linguopoetics attributive metonymy
is referred to as word-association metonymy in which the transference occurs only if the objects are contextually (or phonetically) adjacent (Nekrasova, 1975) . This peculiar type of discursive attributive metonymy, which is typical solely for poetic discourse, reveals such relations between words where the contiguity is found only at the word level. The contiguity exists between phenomena and categories of poetic discourse, between an image expressed in poetry in different forms and a means of the poetic language (Ocherki istorii iazyka, 1994, p. 194 ).
The cognitive -discursive paradigm enables the researchers to develop new approaches to studying attributive metonymy and reveal its new important parameters. Chkheidze introduced the terms "static metonymy" and "dynamic metonymy". Static metonymy is defined as common metonymic shift, which correlates with lexical metonymy, and it is opposed to dynamic metonymy. The latter reveals such features as occasionalism, expressiveness and emotional colouring of the metonymic combination and obligatory ties to the context (Chkheidze, 1992, p. 9 ). Raevskaia also maintains that discursive metonymy functions only within the text and does not exist outside it (Raevskaia 2000, p. 50) . The scholar adopts a holistic approach in her studies of discursive metonymy including not only traditional lexical shifts but largerthan-words combinations into this phenomenon.
For example, sentences which allow several interpretations (literal and metonymic) due to the cause-and-effect relations of their potential meanings and indirect speech acts in dialogic discourse when one utterance is used instead of another are considered types of discursive metonymy (Raevskaia, 1999) . Attributive metonymy is seen as a particular type of discursive metonymy functioning as a transferred attribute.
Sandakova (2004) 
Discussion

Contiguity
Attributive metonymy is based on contiguity (i.e. closeness of association) (Rakhmanova, 1983; Ckheidze, 1992) , but the nature of attributes is such that the concept of contiguity typical for the substantive metonymy is not applicable. There are different types of contiguity which is one of the linguistic mechanisms of attributive metonymy.
1) The contiguity of objects a) Direct relations between objects
Sometimes the objects are juxtaposed in the reality which allows them to have a common attribute. The object from which the feature is transferred is, as a rule, not mentioned but only Gerald! (Lawrence, 1996) .
b) Indirect relations between objects
In this case a phenomenon or a situation is described through the emotional state or intellectual properties of the object: (Lawrence, 1996) .
The character is depressed because of his friend's death. Looking at the place where the friend had died the man feels pain. His emotions are transferred to the external world which is now characterized through the hero's emotional state.
c) Secondary adjective-formation on the basis of the contiguity of objects
Attributive metonymy of this type results from condensed multi-word combinations.
They are based on the adjacency of objects but the attribute is not transferred from Object 1 to (Mansfield, 1953) .
The attributive metonymy almond Sundays can unfold into Sundays when she bought a cake with an almond in it. In fact, in this case not two but three objects are contiguous and one of them is the basis for the attributive metonymy.
The contiguity of the objects' attributes
Sometimes the contiguity exists not between objects but between attributes. Object 1 has a set of attributes which are adjacent by default as belonging to one object. One of the attributes of Object 1 substantivizes and is characterized with another attribute of this object: (Lawrence, 1996 (Lawrence, 1996) .
Here, partially, the process is the same as In conclusion, it should be mentioned that Thus, the attributive metonymy results from an originally longer multi-word combination where the noun domination is defined by three different adjectives, each of which reveals a particular type of contiguity.
Syntactic and semantic asymmetry
The language trichotomy suggests that the ultimate meaning of the utterance is based on three aspects -the form, the denotative meaning and the function (Kobrina, 2000) . Ideally, these three criteria should correspond to each other but the symmetry between them occurs not in every case. The asymmetry between the form and the meaning is an inherent property of the language system which manifests itself at different levels (Osokina, 2003) .
One of manifestations of such asymmetry is the transferred attribute which discloses asymmetric relations between its syntactic and semantic functions. The semantic function of the attribute is its contribution to the overall meaning of the utterance while its syntactic function is to modify a noun. In the metonymic transference the attribute belongs to the action or object which it does not syntactically correspond with as in the following examples:
Gatsby and I in turn leaned down and took the small reluctant hand (Fitzgerald, 1973) .
Here the adjective reluctant performs the syntactic function of an adjective while its semantic function is to describe the action.
...And now I may dismiss my heroine to the sleepless couch which is the true heroine's portion ... (Austen, 2000).
The transferred attribute sleepless is syntactically connected as modifier with the noun coach but semantically refers to the noun heroine.
In both examples the objects are combined with uncharacteristic and incompatible attributes.
Such asymmetric relations are impossible in the reality. Their interpretation requires restoring the primary real relations between objects, actions and their attributes. In other words, it triggers the mechanism of the reader's linguistic creativity.
The transferred attribute can be regarded as a semantic ellipsis (Sandakova, 2004) which is yet another manifestation of the asymmetry between the syntactic and semantic functions. Korovkin defines semantic ellipsis as a process when some semantic elements are shifted to the implicit level accompanied by the structural economy and a multi-word combination turns into a condensed one (Korovkin 2002, p. 214] . The reader again has to return the attribute to its original noun and explicate the metonymic transference to a multicomponent structure:
We were at a particularly tipsy table (Fitzgerald, 1973 To understand this transferred epithet we need to analyse it trying to get to the core of the
author's image: yellow and black mutability -such change (mutability) in the light of the street when the lit parts (yellow) are followed by the unlit parts (black)
Thus, the mechanism of attributive metonymy is in line with the economy principle in language (Nikitin, 1996) . The structural laconism 
Syntagmatic shift
The basic meaning of the adjective shows a certain syntagmatic potential. The syntagmatic, or co-occurrence, potential is the aggregate of lexical units, each of them being able to combine with a given adjective to denote a situation, as well as the rules of such combinability (Morkovkin, 1984, p. 6 ). According to Sandakova (2004) , the syntagmatic potential of adjective involves, first of all, a quantitative parameter, i.e. the ability to combine with a certain number of nouns, and most adjectives are inherently able to make numerous combinations. Secondly, the co-occurrence means ability / non-ability to attribute particular qualities to several taxonomic classes of nouns, and in this respect there are clear differences between adjectives. So, for example, some adjectives can combine only with nouns within one taxonomic class (e.g. the adjectives corrupt or religious are used to describe qualities of animated objects).
Other adjectives are applicable to a greater number of classes of nouns (e.g. long nose, long hours).
There are adjectives with a broad compatibility range (e.g. small, big, old, etc.) . Here it should be mentioned that the broadest compatibility range is commonly found in adjectives with the meaning of general evaluation.
When adjectives cross the boundaries of their basic co-occurrence and become attributes for nouns of new taxonomic classes, it leads to the metonymic transfer of meaning. When authors deliberately break usual syntagmatic rules with a view to create bright individual and obviously occasional meanings, it results in transferred epithets. Thus, the mechanism of attributive metonymy is based on the syntagmatic shift (Arutiunova, 1998, p. 300 ).
Nikitin pointed out that attributive metonymy occurs as the result of the deviation from logical subordination (Nikitin, 1996, p. 200 
):
There he recalls a number of mean dirty shops, and particularly that of a plumber and decorator with a dusty disorder of earthenware pipes, sheet lead, ball taps, pattern books of wall-paper, and tins of enamel (Wells, 2000) .
In the original three-member structure with the successive subordination (a disorder of dusty earthenware pipes) the attribute dusty of the object pipes is shifted to the periphery of the word combination and becomes the attribute of the object disorder. Due to this intentional author's deviation from the rules of logical subordination the reader's attention is captured and the context requires creative analysis. In the word combination dusty disorder both components contain the seme untidiness, which is thus enhanced. The meaning untidiness is also supported by the context (the word combination dirty shops, the enumeration of all objects sold in the shop serve to create and intensify the impression of a shambles).
Naturally, any syntagmatic shift is followed property (Gak, 1998, p. 285 ) (see the mentioned above example dusty disorder). Apart from this typical amplification of meaning in transferred attributes, some linguists note that the boundary between the primary meaning of the adjective and its secondary metonymic meaning is very often difficult to draw due to the diffuseness of meaning (Sandakova, 2004) .
Recategorization
In attributive metonymy adjectives sometimes change their lexico-grammatical class. Linguists point out that one of the typical characteristics of adjectives is their exceptional semantic mobility, i.e. they easily adapt to the nouns they modify (Bulygina, 1996; Vol'f, 1998) . The meaning of the adjective is largely determined by the meaning of the modified noun.
When an adjective is separated from a familiar denotation it is shifted into other semantic fields.
In attributive metonymy there occurs not only a semantic but, in some cases, lexico-grammatical shift as well. (Mansfield, 1953) .
In the attributive metonymy the attribute angry is transferred from Object 1 (man) (semantic category -human being) to Object 2 (pucker) (a physical phenomenon) and recategorized from a qualitative -gradable adjective to a qualitativehomogenous adjective. (Lawrence, 1996) .
The attribute young is transferred from
Object 1 (woman) (semantic category -human being) to Object 2 (throat) (the same semantic category). Therefore, the adjective does not change its lexico-grammatical class and remains qualitative -gradable.
Cognitive mechanism
The complex nature of implicational relations in attributive metonymy allows to study its nature in terms of the theory of mental spaces and conceptual integration. The productivity of this approach to attributive metonymy research has been stressed by Sweetser (1999 ) and Fauconnier & Turner (1995 .
According to Fauconnier (1994) The theory of mental spaces gave rise to the theory of conceptual integration. Conceptual integration is the basic mechanism of human thinking. As a result of conceptual integration mental spaces are selectively represented in a new construct which is referred to as a blend by Facounnier & Turner (1996) . The blend is not the sum of mental spaces; it is not identical to them.
It is a comprehensive, well-integrated compact construct. During conceptual integration all knowledge arrays are involved and mental spaces are constantly reorganized. As Fauconnier (1994) points out, mental spaces are related through coreference referential identity as well as analogic, metaphoric and categorial cognitive mapping.
In attributive metonymy a certain part of a mental space is foregrounded, followed by the process of conceptual integration as we can see 
Conclusions
In this paper we investigated discursive attributive metonymy. The findings provide insights into its functioning mechanism. The analysis showed that adjective transference is based on different types of contiguity between the objects and their attributes. The functioning mechanism involves syntactic and semantic asymmetry and a syntagmatic shift. In some cases there is also a lexico-grammatical shift, or recategorization. The cognitive mechanism is based on mapping of different mental spaces resulting in the conceptual integration and blending. In fictional discourse attributive metonymy is a means to create new occasional meanings and expressiveness. The findings may be useful in many areas of investigation that deal with metonymy, adjectives, discourse analysis. 
